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authority to declarations of its executive officers1. With-
out attempting to elaborate this argument further, I will
endeavour to shew that a general international guarantee
of the water-way across the isthmus is not equivalent to
the introduction into America of the dreaded external
policy of the European commonwealth.

For what is a guarantee of neutrality? It is the very
reverse of interference. It is an agreement not to inter-
fere, a promise to leave unmolested the state or thing
neutralized, and to prevent, if necessary, any attack on it
by others. A general international guarantee of the
neutrality of the Panama Canal would be equivalent to
the general adoption of a policy of "hands off, all round!"
Under it the state of things contemplated by the Monroe
Doctrine would be more nearly realized than under any
other arrangement. The powers of Europe would be
bound by a solemn international act not to attack the
canal, and each would be enrolled among its guardians
in the event of any interference with it. If any one of
them occupied or fortified it, a breach of International
Law would be committed, and all the others would treat
the offender as a criminal. Mr Frelinghuysen desired
that the citizens of the United States might, u without any
armed assertion of right, be conveyed by water-transit
from their western to their eastern shore without passing
under the guns of European powers2." The international
guarantee he rejected is the best and indeed the only
way to attain his end. For it is necessary to point out,
in answer both to him and to Mr Elaine, that the guaran-
tee of the United States would not in the nature of
things be sufficient. We have seen that it cannot alter

1  Ante, p. 125.

2  Mr Frelinghuysen to Mr Lowell, May 8, 1882.